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Abstract
Utilizing Goldberg’s (2006) Bass-Ackwards method, the study explored the structure of personality of selected
university students (n=629) using the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R; Costa and McCrae, 2004). Data
analysis produced five distinct personality structures namely (1) The Unconscientious-Neurotic, (2) The NeuroticExtravert, (3) The Disagreeable, (4) The Unconscientious-Extravert, and (5) The Conscientious Close- Minded. An
understanding of these personality constructs is synonymous to learning the research’s implications on education,
policy development and practice. The findings of the personality structure of selected university students open
opportunities in developing or improving institutional policies and research-based practices that will benefit not
only the academic community but also its clientele. The central concern is to direct research in such a way as to be
relevant and useful for action. The initial findings will serve three basic functions, i.e. the conceptual, instrumental,
and strategic.
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Introduction

adolescents’ profile based on the Five
Factor Model (FFM). De Fruyt et al. (2000)
tested the suitability of the NEO-PI-R to
assess adolescent personality in a
heterogeneous group. They found out that
the NEO-PI-R was useful in assessing
adolescent personality. Moreover, a general
ease
on
the
administration
and
comprehensibility of the items were
reported. Baker et al. (2004) investigated
the convergent and discriminant validity of
the FFM on adolescent personality. They
used broadband factor and two methods
analyses, and found out that the FFM is
applicable to adolescent population.

Research developments on the study of
personality have primarily focused on
measuring personality traits in adulthood for
reasons that (1) childhood personality is
difficult to measure and it relies only on
parent/guardian report, and (2) adolescent
personality is in an “in-between” stage, so
questions on changes on personality arises
(Tacket et al., 2008). Studies conducted
focusing on adolescents, if not scarce,
mainly spoke of specific issues, i.e.
adolescent personality (see Baker et al.,
2004; Laidra et al., 2006; Ortet et al., 2012),
specific disorders as related to personality
(Powers & Westen, 2010), and adolescent
psychopathology (Amato et al., 2008). The
relationship
established
between
personality and personality-pathology
focuses on a pair of constructs (e.g. a specific
disorder and personality dimensions) and
not on the very structure of personality and
personality pathology.

Hendricks et al. (2008) further assessed
adolescents’ personality using the Five
Factor Personality Inventory. Findings
revealed that the factor scores were both
valid and reliable even if the scales were
dedicated for adults. It also produced
preliminary evidences on whether young
adolescents can provide reliable and valid
self-ratings, not only through the FFPI but
also
through
other
psychological/personality instruments, and
can be used well in research.

Another question was the stability of
adolescent personality as it transitions to
adulthood. Costa and McCrae (1988)
asserted that personality remains the same
and highly stable throughout adulthood.
This has been supported by longitudinal
studies connecting personality from early
childhood (through parental/guardian
reports) up to late adulthood (through selfreports). McCrae (1993) added that the
slight difference that would appear in
personality characteristics is possible due to
a result in measurement error.

There is quite a variety of research areas
related to adolescence and adolescent
personality. Given all these, it is quite
important to note that there is no
established personality profile in the
adolescent age group. Furthermore, it is
only the FFM which has provided a concrete
adolescent personality profile. Favini et al.
(2018) in their study of adolescent
personality profiles and maladjustment
utilized the FFM and came up with four
personality types: Resilient, Moderate,
Under-controlled and

Studies on adolescent personality were
developed by researchers throughout the
area of study. Majority of it focused on the

64

UP LOS BAÑOS JOURNAL

An Exploration of Adolescent Personality Structures: Implications
on Policy Development and Practice

Volume XVI January-December 2018

Research Instrument. The Revised NEO
Personality Inventory is used in this study. It
was developed by McCrae and Costa in
2010. It is a 240-item questionnaire based
on the Five Factor Model (FFM) of
personality namely Neuroticism (N),
Extraversion
(E),
Openness
(O),
Agreeableness (A), and Conscientiousness
(C). These five domains are further divided
into six more specific traits: Neuroticism,
which refers to the level of emotional
maladjustment and instability has the
subdomains of Anxiety, Angry Hostility,
Depression,
Self-Consciousness,
Impulsiveness
and
Vulnerability.
Extraversion, which refers to interactions
and activity level has the subdomains of
Warmth, Gregariousness, Assertiveness,
Activity, Excitement Seeking and Positive
Emotions. Openness to Experience which
refers to active appreciation of personal
experiences has the subdomains of Fantasy,
Aesthetics, Feelings, Actions, Ideas and
Values. Agreeableness which refers an
individual’s preference in interactions has
subdomains of Trust, Straightforwardness,
Altruism, Compliance, Modesty and TenderMindedness.
Lastly,
Conscientiousness which refers to the
degree of organization and determination in
goal-directed behavior has Competence,
Order, Dutifulness, Achievement Striving,
Self-Striving
and
Deliberation
as
subdomains. These items are answered
using a five-point Likert scale ranging from:
strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree,
and strongly agree.

Vulnerable. Xie, et al. (2016) in their
exploration on the relationship of
personality types and prosocial behavior
found out four personality types in Chinese
adolescents: Resilient, Withdrawn, Undercontrollers and Ordinary. Using the FFM,
Assuncao and Matos (2017) investigated the
adolescents’ personality profiles of
problematic Facebook use and how they
relate to developmental variables.
With all these in mind the researchers would
like to investigate the hierarchical structure
of personality of Filipino adolescents using
selected university students. Specifically,
the researchers would like to answer this
research
What is the hierarchical structure of
personality of selected UPLB students as
measured by the Revised NEO Personality
Inventory (NEO-PI-R)?

Materials and Methods
Subject and Study Site. Selected students (N
= 629) from the University of the Philippines
Los Baños were the participants of the study
with male participants of (n=301) and
female participants of (n=328). Participants
included in the study were chosen through
convenience sampling. With the exploratory
nature of the study, this would be an initial
investigation that would later lay the
groundwork for further studies. The mean
age of students is 17.21 (SD = 1.24), with a
range of 16-21 years old. This consideration
was taken from the suggestion of
Hatzichristou and Papadatos (1993) for
adolescent age and that of Costa and
McCrae (1992) and Sherry et al., (2003) for
college-age norms.

It can be administered either individually or
in a group 12 years and older. The NEO-PI-R
has an established reliability index (with r
ranging from 0.91 to 0.93 for the five
domains and from 0.70 to 0.91 for the 30
facets), internal consistency (α values
ranging from 0.89 to 0.93 for the five
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domains and from 0.54 to 0.83 for the 30
facets), and validity. The NEO-PI-R was
chosen for its cross-cultural validity and
reliability in Filipino samples as investigated
by Church and Katigbak (2002) and Katigbak
et al. (2002).

one another. The higher the factor loading,
the greater the relationship from among
them. Most literature suggest the use of
factor loadings of .4 and above for a variable
to be considered for analysis. However,
there is no rule of thumb and specific
guideline accepted for the inclusion of
variables (see Ferguson & Hull, 2018; Yong &
Pearce, 2013; Costello & Osborne, 2005;
Picconi, et al., 2018).

Data Gathering Procedure. Assessment of
the NEO-PI-R was conducted through group
administration. A time period of 30 minutes
to an hour was allotted for answering the
questionnaire. Permission from teachers
and administrators were taken. Participants
accomplished informed consent forms
explaining the nature of the research.

Results and Discussion
Group interpretation of the results of the
NEO-PI-R (in the domain and sub-domain
levels) were solved and investigated. Table 1
shows the mean, standard deviation, tscores, and verbal interpretation of the
domains of the NEO-PI-R as differentiated by
gender. The result was used in order to
establish the relationships among the subdomains (construct) when they are to be
grouped in the hierarchy.

Data Analysis Procedure. The hierarchical
structure of the NEO-PI-R was examined
following the recommendations of Goldberg
(2006) or the Bass-Ackwards Approach. It is
the extraction of a number of components
commencing with one to a number of
successive
levels
through
principal
component analysis with varimax rotations.
Component analysis was done in the scale
level in order to establish how adolescent
personality diverges and is integrated into
higher-order and lower- order structures.
Analyzing data at the scale level would allow
traits to be easily recognizable and would be
subjected less to bias (McCrae, et al., 2005;
Clark & Watson, 1991).

In addition to this, the Bass-Ackwards
Approach was used to group hierarchically
and statistically analyze the personality
structure of selected UPLB students. Table 2
shows the Levels 2-5 of the hierarchy with
their corresponding factor loadings. It can be
noted that there is no break from the
broader to lower levels. The constructs
comprising a level and group stayed the
same throughout the hierarchy reflecting
strong connection among the constructs. A
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
Adequacy of 0.791 tells that the variables
are suitable for rotation and analysis.

The generality or abstractness of the
components should be considered in order
to give meaning to the extracted
components. The components at the top are
the most abstract, and the components at
the bottom are the more specific.
Personality components of each group of
each component were determined through
factor loadings. Factor loading of .4 to less
than 1 was only included. Factor loadings
express the relationship of variables from

Results of the NEO-PI-R corresponded with
the findings of Sherry, Henson and Lewis
(2003) that adolescents generally score high
in Angry Hostility and Vulnerability facets of
the Neuroticism domain; a higher
Excitement Seeking but lower Positive
Emotions facet on the Extraversion domain.
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1999; McCrae & Costa, 2006). The
respondents scored higher than adults in the
Excitement Seeking domain, higher
Vulnerability, and lower Compliance and
Competence (McCrae, 1992).

Furthermore,
compared
to
adults,
adolescents
score
lower
in
the
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness
domains (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Sherry et
al., 2003), with low scores in Altruism,
Compliance, and Modesty, and low scores in
Competence, Dutifulness, Achievement
Striving, and Self-Discipline.

The Bass-Ackwards Approach has produced
a hierarchical structure of personality of up
to five levels. As noted above, there was no
break in the previous levels, but rather new
groups are formed. This may because of the
close relationship among NEO-PI-R subdomains. Because of this, the researchers
came up with 5 distinct personality
characteristics of selected UPLB students as
demonstrated by Figure 1.

Moreover, adolescent respondents, in
comparison to adult norms, scored higher in
Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness to
Experience, and lower in Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness (McCrae et al.,

Note: On some of the levels, only the sub-domains with the
highest factor loading were considered in this figure.

Figure 1. The Hierarchical Structure of Personality of Selected University Students as Measured by the
NEO-PI-R
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Table 1. Summary of Mean, Standard Deviation t-Scores and Verbal Interpretation of the NEO-PI-R
Male
Female
M
SD
t-score Inter.
M
SD
t-score Inter.
Neuroticism
98.32 2.55
61
High
98.45 2.65
61
High
Anxiety
18.05
4.73
60
High
18.23
4.99
60
High
Angry Hostility
14.99
4.18
56
High
14.81
4.33
56
High
Depression
17.20
4.89
60
High
17.52
4.82
62
High
Self-Consciousness
17.30
4.81
58
High
17.23
4.82
60
High
Impulsiveness
16.89
4.30
54
Average 16.91
4.06
56
High
Vulnerability
13.90
4.76
63
High
13.74
5.13
63
High
Extraversion
109.72 2.67
51
Average 110.07 2.58
51
Average
Warmth
20.66
4.88
44
Low
20.63
5.30
47
Average
Gregariousness
16.16
5.14
50
Average 16.84
5.52
52
Average
Assertiveness
15.76
5.06
49
Average 15.49
4.89
47
Average
Activity
17.16
4.67
49
Average 17.13
4.27
49
Average
Excitement Seeking 19.70
4.32
56
High
19.74
4.42
56
High
Positive Emotions
20.89
4.78
51
Average 20.23
4.83
51
Average
Openness
116.49 1.76
53
Average 115.89 1.97
53
Average
Fantasy
18.95
3.89
50
Average 18.75
4.18
54
Average
Aesthetics
21.04
4.61
58
High
21.14
5.58
58
Average
Feelings
16.59
4.46
51
Average 19.92
4.60
51
Average
Actions
16.59
3.25
52
Average 16.45
3.33
50
Average
Ideas
20.96
4.92
52
Average 20.67
5.44
52
Average
Values
18.80
3.52
46
Average 18.96
3.75
46
Average
Agreeableness
107.42 1.89
42
Low
108.28 1.91
42
Low
Trust
16.78
3.71
41
Low
16.77
4.22
41
Low
Straightforwardness 16.65
4.93
42
Low
16.76
5.03
42
Low
Altruism
20.75
3.82
45
Average 21.07
3.62
45
Average
Compliance
16.48
3.91
44
Low
16.38
3.99
44
Low
Modesty
16.16
4.35
45
Average 16.69
4.51
48
Average
Tender-Mindedness 20.60
3.65
53
Average 20.62
3.95
53
Average
Conscientiousness
112.60 2.79
43
Low
107.61 2.67
40
Low
Competence
18.29
4.44
37
Low
17.98
4.18
37
Low
Order
18.37
4.84
48
Average 17.63
5.07
48
Average
Dutifulness
20.28
4.25
42
Low
19.91
3.94
42
Low
Achievement
10.33
5.01
52
Average 18.83
4.87
49
Average
Self-Striving
17.95
5.58
39
Lo
15.71
5.42
36
Low
Deliberation
18.14
4.07
51
Average 17.54
4.12
51
Average
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Table 2. Levels 2-5 of the Hierarchy with their corresponding Factor Loadings
Anxiety
Angry Hostility
Depression
Self-Consciousness
Impulsiveness
Vulnerability
Warmth
Gregariousness
Assertiveness
Activity
Excitement Seeking
Fantasy
Aesthetics
Feelings
Actions
Ideas
Values
Trust
Straightforwardness
Altruism
Compliance
Modesty
Tender-Mindedness
Competence
Order
Dutifulness
Achievement
Self-Striving
Deliberation

Level 2
A
-0.51

B
0.457

Level 3
A
-0.51

B
0.457

C

Level 4
A
-0.51

B
0.457

-0.4
-0.66
-0.58

0.427

-0.66
-0.58

0.657
-0.69
0.452
0.461
0.615
0.569

0.58

0.427

0.407

0.58

D

Level 5
A
-0.51

-0.69
0.452
0.461
0.615
0.569

0.407

0.58

C

D

-0.4

0.427

-0.66
-0.58

0.657
0.407

B
0.457

-0.4
-0.66
-0.58

0.657
-0.69
0.452
0.461
0.615
0.569

C

E
0.433

0.427
0.657

0.407
-0.42
-0.42

-0.69
0.452
0.461
0.615
0.569

0.407

0.58

0.407
-0.42
-0.42

0.407
-0.43

0.663

0.663

0.663

0.663
0.415

0.415
-0.5

0.482

0.482

-0.53

-0.53
0.427

0.758
0.62
0.654
0.694
0.626
0.562

0.698
0.535
0.419
0.519

-0.44

0.482

0.4

-0.44

-0.53
0.427

0.758
0.62
0.654
0.694
0.626
0.562

0.698
0.535
0.419
0.519

0.482

-0.53
0.427

0.758
0.62
0.654
0.694
0.626
0.562

0.698
0.535
0.419
0.519
0.4

0.427

0.437

-0.44

0.41

0.758
0.62
0.654
0.694
0.626
0.562

0.4

0.437
0.427
-0.44

0.41

*only values with factor loadings of <0.04 were shown in the table.

Due to the nature of the hierarchy the
researchers only classified the lowest order
in the hierarchy and came up with five
personality structures namely (1) The
Unconscientious-Neurotic, (2) The NeuroticExtravert, (3) The Disagreeable,
(4) The Unconscientious-Extravert, and (5)
The Conscientious Close-Minded. The
names were based on the primary domains
of the NEO-PI-R, namely, Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Openness to Experience,
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.

The
Unconscientious-Neurotic
is
a
personality trait described as having less
thoroughness in applying moral principles
and lethargy in working towards their goals
and aspirations, while being low in
emotional stability. Previous studies have
shown
that
conscientiousness
and
neuroticism have high predictive validity
(Barrick and Mount; 1991; Costa et al., 1991;
Johnson and Bloom, 1995; Bailey and Ross,
1996; Mount and Barrick, 2000; Mount et
al., 2005). It was also shown how these two
domains have been negatively correlated
within-group analysis such that individuals
who are more neurotic tend to be less
conscientious (Mount et al., 2005; Beckman
et al., 2010). This is mostly true especially in
the workplace area, in offices and in school.
There is a feeling of inadequacy despite the
presence of potentialities that an individual
possesses. The individual sees him/herself
as

The number of factors produced agrees that
of Digman (1989) and Digman and Inouye
(1986) on the typical number personality
factors observed in children and
adolescents.
Typically,
personality
characteristics in children and adolescents
will produce five to seven factors.
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efficacious and succumbs to several
negative affect such as rejection, criticism,
and melancholy. In school settings, the
negative relationship between the two
domains leads to procrastination and selfhandicapping (Ross et al., 2002; Bobo et al.,
2013).

effects on their affectivity as reflected by
their high levels of neuroticism.
The Disagreeable is characterized by
antagonism. They are usually selfish, putting
their self-interest first before others. They
are unfriendly and suspicious. Majority of
studies pertaining to agreeableness will
always point out its prosocial characteristics
and is considered to be one of the strongest
predictors of interpersonal adjustment
(Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000; Graziano and
Eisenberg, 1997). In a study conducted by
Laursen and Richmond (2014), it showed
how agreeableness helped children in
maintaining healthy relationships. JensenCampbell et al. (1996), on the other hand,
showed how adolescents with low
agreeableness react negatively when faced
with interpersonal conflict. Therefore, the
disagreeable experiences more relationship
conflicts.

The Neurotic-Extravert is characterized by
low emotional stability and typical
interpersonal
interactions.
Studies
conducted by Anderson et al., (2010) and
Epkins and Heckler (2011) suggest that
neuroticism and low extraversion may
influence
the
development
of
a
psychological disorder. In the school setting,
low extraversion and high neuroticism may
lead to depression and anxiety as a result of
bullying victimization (Calvete et al., 2016).
Moreover, the relationship between the two
domains may have other adverse effects.
Neuroticism and extraversion were found to
be predictors of social media use and
addiction (Blackwell et al., 2017; Tang et al.,
2016; Andreassen, et al., 2013; Wilson et al.,
2010). Low extraversion and high
neuroticism were found to have an effect on
the development of social anxiety disorder
on university students (Evren et al., 2017). In
academic achievement, high Neuroticism
low extraversion was found to be a predictor
of shunning away from academic stimuli
(Cummings et al., 2016; Borkenau et al.,
2010; Chan et al., 2007).On academic
performance, neuroticism was found to
negatively
influence
students’
performance, while extraversion was found
to have little to no effect (Ciorbea &
Pasarica, 2012).The individual may be a bit
out-going and adventurous, but the
experiences they may encounter may have

The
Unconscientious-Extravert
is
characterized by inadequacy in fulfilling
goals and tasks while being typically active.
Studies on the relationship between
conscientiousness and extraversion has
focused mainly on its effect to job
performance (Wihler et al., 2017; Hurtz and
Donovan, 2000). It was seen that high levels
of conscientiousness and extraversion
predict good job performance. The opposite
is also true. However, very high
conscientiousness and extraversion often
leads to poor performance.
Lastly, the Conscientious-Close-Minded
signifies striving for an individual goal but
with an active attitude of what must be done
and to be reached but the individual lacks
vision, imagination and creativity and take
things as it is. This result is inconsistent with
that of Chen (2016), who investigated
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the relationship between conscientiousness
and
creativity
among
Chinese
undergraduate students. It was found that
Conscientiousness and Openness have a
positive relationship signifying that students
strive to produce creatively in their everyday
life. They engage in creative activities in
order to be fulfilled (Silivia et al., 2014).
Unlike the relationship established in this
study, King et al., (1996) stated that the
absence of Conscientiousness leads to the
discontinuity of academic pursuits.

Poropat, 2009; Trapmann et al., 2007).
Lastly, Openness to Experiences offers a mix
of positive and negative effects on academic
performance (Komarraju et al., 2011;
Phillips et al., 2003; Bauer & Liang, 2003;
Conard, 2006; Noftle & Robins,
2007).
Implications.
Understanding
the
personality constructs of students is
tantamount to a logical study of the
research’s implications on development
policy and practice. In which case, the
findings on the hierarchy-based structure of
selected UPLB students open opportunities
in developing or improving institutional
policies and research-based practices that
will not only benefit the academic
community in general, but specifically the
institutions’ clientele. Hence, the central
concern is to direct research in such a way as
to be relevant and useful for action.
However, all colleges were not represented
in the study. The results are not
generalizable to some extent. The
explorative nature of this study offers
perspectives that can later be validated and
investigated.

Effects on Academic Performance. An
investigation on the role FFM in academic
achievement was established throughout
the years. Each domain of the FFM was
found to be a strong predictor of academic
performance, motivation and achievement.
On the domain of Neuroticism, there had
been a consensus that this particular trait
negatively affects academic performance
(Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997; ChamorroPremuzic & Furnham, 2003; De Raad &
Schouwenburg, 1996; Wagerman & Funder,
2007). High neuroticism contributes to
predispositions to depression and anxiety.
Extraversion, on the other hand, can have a
positive and negative significance to
academic performance and achievement
(Heaven et al., 2002; Hair & Hampson, 2006;
Komarraju et al., 2011; Di Fabio &
Palazzeschi, 2015). Agreeableness and
academic achievement were seen to have a
positive relationship (Komarraju et al., 2011;
Conard, 2006; Lounsbury et al.,
2003; Farsides and Woodfield, 2003). High
agreeableness influences the students’
inclination to attend to classes, thus,
benefitting from it. Students with high
Conscientiousness was seen to possess
higher chances of gaining academic success
(Busato et al., 2000; Komarraju et al., 2011;
O'Connor & Paunonen, 2007;

Based on the assumptions above, the initial
findings serve three basic functions:
conceptual, instrumental, and strategic
(Almeida & Bascolo, 2006).
Conceptual. The findings contributed to
further understanding of personality
structures especially the “intrinsic and
pervasive features of these personality
traits” (Costa & McCrae, 1992) of the
selected students. For instance, the study
suggests that there are five personality
categories of student respondents: the
unconscientious neurotic, the neurotic extravert,
the
disagreeable,
the
unconscientious- extravert, and the

71

UP LOS BAÑOS JOURNAL

An Exploration of Adolescent Personality Structures: Implications
on Policy Development and Practice

Volume XVI January-December 2018

conscientious close-minded. Further, the
levels of traits (i.e. high, average, low) are
evident on the measures of neuroticism,
extraversion, openness to experience,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness.
Deducing from these initial findings, the
selected students are in general emotionally
unstable (i.e. high in anxiety and high in
depression) and unconscientious (i.e. low in
competence, dutifulness, and self-striving)
but are somehow extraverts (i.e. high in
excitement-seeking). Thus, recognizing the
implications of the personality structures of
the selected students on their academic
performance and overall well-being are
relevant
to
the
construction
or
improvement of policies on student welfare
and development.

themselves. The findings show that the
selected students have a decreased belief in
their abilities with indications of
procrastination, undependability, and a
degree of impulsiveness. These findings
further suggest that students’ capacity to
adjust with the demands of their academic
and personal life might pose a strain on their
mental and emotional well-being.
Taking these into account, it is imperative
that the university aims to continually raise
awareness, enhance academic policies,
strengthen programs, or implement
instructional reforms. This is through
tapping and persuading key persons to be
more involved. This includes the faculty,
administrators, and some organizations and
offices (i.e. department/institute or collegebased student welfare committees, the
Office for Students Affairs more specifically
the Counseling and Testing Division (CTD),
and the University Health Service (UHS).
These agencies are crucial partners in
promoting and supporting the psychosocial
health of the students. The family/parents
and guardians, who are crucial players in
students’ well-being, should also be
involved.

Instrumental. The relevance and usefulness
of data provided are means of pursuing an
aim or policy. The university is “where the
best and the brightest minds are honed and
trained…that serve as building blocks for
national development, and keys to
promoting human welfare” (Cruz, 2013). It
is but essential to account first and foremost
the welfare of its main stakeholders. This
means that the university should monitor
closely not only the pedagogical process but
consider in its policies the students’
conditions. This is because, based on the
initial findings, the respondents can easily be
affected by stress. Some sources of
students’ stress may include academic
requirements, family demands, financial
constraints, group belongingness and
others. With all of these stressors, some
students may have better coping
mechanisms while some may struggle
academically and/or socially.

Strategic. The development of policies may
impact the creation of sound institutional
practices specifically on instruction, service,
and research.
First, the instructors and professors are the
first to notice signs (e.g. absenteeism,
disciplinary violations, and course-failure
rates) when students are struggling,
confused, or distressed. Given that the
findings suggest that the respondents are
“lethargic in working toward their goals and
aspiration, (Costa & McCrae, 1992) the
instructors and professors may take

Moreover, students’ susceptibility to stress
may be coupled with their views of
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proactive instructional measures and
positive learning opportunities to minimize
wasted effort and encourage academic
progress.

terms of their psychological well-being or on
what specific programs they will thrive best.
With these, future researches might entail a
more proactive approach rather than
reactive, counter-procedures approach in
delivering quality education and services for
the holistic development of learners.

Second, the policies should be carried in the
different levels of the university. The
department/ institute or college-based
student
welfare
committees
may
collaborate with teachers on how to employ
programs that cater to student needs and
concerns. For instance, Dr. Felino P.
Lansigan, Dean of the College of Arts and
Sciences, created a Task force: Alalay para sa
Iskolar ng Bayan that aims to promote
mental and emotional wellness to its
student constituents. In a wider scope, the
CTD and the UHS conduct such functions.
The CTD offers a wide range of services
including counseling, testing, career and
placement program, group encounters and
guidance instruction program, and Alay Turo
to name a few, and the UHS has one resident
psychiatrist. However, given the entire
population of students in the university, the
manpower of these offices are not
substantial to implement the various
programs and services. Thus, this study may
be used by the administrators to take into
consideration the improvement of facilities
and services, and employing more personnel
in the offices mentioned.

In sum, the implications of the study on
development policy and practice entail a
university-wide effort, tapping all its
constituents and stakeholders that aim at
the success of the student in his/her
academics but life in general as well.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Data analysis of the results of the NEO-PI-R
produced up to five levels of the hierarchy.
This is congruent to the existing number of
personality structures which is 3-7, and is
parallel to the Big Five Personality Model of
Costa and McCrae (1992). Aside from
showing a personality hierarchical structure,
the study has also shown five distinct
personality types. Implications that are
conceptual, instrumental and strategic were
also established.
Due to the limitations of the study, the
following are recommended for future
research:
1. Systematic sampling of respondents
taking
into
account
sociodemographic profile such as age,
gender, family and educational
background. This is to consider if
these variables have an effect on
their personality traits.

Third, the research findings may also serve
as a basis for further research. For one, the
personality structure and constructs may
enhance the understanding of the changing
characteristics of Filipino adolescents in
which alternative pedagogy should be
employed to enhance better learning
experience. Another instance, interested
researchers or practitioners may look into
the need of assessing incoming freshmen in

2. The use of personality measures
based on Filipino norms or measure
that are written in Filipino so as to
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Andreassen, C. S., Griffiths, M. D., Gjertsen, S. R.,
Krossbakken, E., Kvam, S., & Pallesen, S. (2013).
The relationships between behavioral addictions
and the five-factor model of personality. Journal
of
Behavioral
Addictions,
90–99.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1556/JBA.
2.2013.003.

capture the essential structures of
Filipino adolescent personality.
3. Additional

areas of adolescent
personality, as well as factors related
to psychological and personality
disorders, and academic resilience,
should also be explored.

Assuncao, R., and Matos, P. (2017).
Adolescents’ profiles of problematic Facebook
use and associations with developmental
variables. Computer in Human Behavior, 75, 396403.
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